This personal account from a special educational needs coordinator illustrates the negative impact that Resourced Provision has had on one school. The provision caters for children with communication and interaction difficulties and is housed in a mainstream primary school. For this school, whilst the provision has had a beneficial impact on the development of inclusive values amongst pupils, it has also led to a decline in the overall effectiveness of the school. The achievement data of pupils in the provision has had a detrimental impact on overall school performance data. Current narrow measures of school effectiveness in England mean that schools with increasingly diverse student populations can pay the price for their commitment to inclusion as this example illustrates.
Introduction
This paper presents a personal account from a Special Educational Needs Coordinator in a mainstream primary school in England. For the purposes of this paper she will be referred to as Fran. The school hosts Resourced Provision for children with communication and interaction difficulties. The provision is based in the school and led by a teacher and supported by a team of assistants. There is an expectation that those pupils who are allocated places in the specialist provision will be able to access teaching and learning within mainstream classrooms for 80% of the time. For the remaining 20% of the time they are taught within the specialist provision, often on an individual basis. This time is used to focus on specific targets identified on the pupils' individual education plans. Undeniably Resourced Base provision is advantageous for several reasons. Pupils within the mainstream school are exposed to difference at a very early age. This fosters the development of positive attitudes amongst the pupils and prepares them for life in a socially diverse society. For those pupils with communication and interaction difficulties who are placed in the Resource Base, they are exposed to their mainstream peers who act as role models for language, communication and social interaction. However, in cases where the child is inappropriately placed in the provision this can have significant detrimental effects on that pupil, their peers and the school as a whole. Fran's account illuminates the issues and makes recommendations for policy and practice. Foucault (1983) was interested in how power can be exercised to create dividing practices which 'categorizes the individual, marks him by his own individuality, attaches to him his own identity, imposes a law of truth on him that he must recognize and others must recognize in him' (Foucault, 1983: 214) . Within schools normative practices make difference visible. Processes of normalisation serve to affirm or negate particular ways of being (Graham and Slee, 2008) and those who are included fall within the boundary of the accepted norm. However, the norm has its limits and the centre is reserved for those whose behaviour and cognitive ability falls within permissible and acceptable limits. These pupils are privileged and allowed to occupy mainstream provision. However, the pupils who transgress permissible limits are confined to the exterior. Graham and Slee's conceptual model of spatialised domains (Graham and Slee, 2008) provides a visual representation to illustrate how normative and deficit discourses result in the separation of those who are considered to be normal and those who are abnormal. Those who occupy the normative centre occupy a privileged position on account of them falling within the prescribed limits of the norm. Those on the margins are a minority group made up of different categories of impairment whilst those who transgress the boundary of the norm are considered to be abnormal and located on the exterior. The model reminds educators that inclusion has its limits and that inclusion 'functions to naturalise normalised ways of being' (Graham and Slee, 2008: 286 ). 
Theoretical Framework

Fran's Account
Discussion
Fran's account provides a very rich insight into the effects of Resourced Provision on a small mainstream primary school. The significant tensions for schools as they strive to become increasingly inclusive whilst also responding to the imperative of the standards agenda have been documented in the literature (Audit Commission, 2002; Thomas and Loxley, 2007) . Inclusion operates under a regime of accountability (Hodkinson, 2012) which results in some schools being reluctant to admit those pupils who threaten school performance indicators. Consequently some schools are allowed to thrive, whilst those with more diverse student populations are left to fight for their survival. This is evident in Fran's account; as her school has become increasingly inclusive its overall effectiveness has been questioned by those responsible for evaluating the school.
The account demonstrates how Resourced Provision can result in the Othering of those pupils who have the most severe impairments. Those children who are unable to benefit from the provision in mainstream classrooms or those who disrupt learning in the mainstream these are the pupils who transgress the limits of the norm (Graham and Slee, 2008) . They are confined to a life on the exterior (the Resource Provision) because they fall outside of permissible limits. However, this results in very visible forms of segregation from within which and consequently these learners become the spectacle of a community which cannot include them. In these instances the Resource Provision then operates as a minispecial school but the powerful effects of disciplinary power are made visible for all to see. These learners who occupy the provision are confined to a life on the exterior. In this way difference is negated rather than celebrated and these learners are effectively punished by their exclusion from the mainstream. In these instances, it would be fairer and less punitive to place these learners in a special school where they are not made to feel different.
Whilst Ainscow, Booth and Dyson (2006) found that there could be a mutual colonisation of the standards agenda and the inclusion agenda, Fran's account demonstrates how inclusion can result in overall school effectiveness being called into question. As Hansen (2012) points out 'inclusive schools also need to exclude some children in order to secure their own existence, even though they try to eradicate exclusion' (p.94). There has to be a limit to inclusion in practice because too much diversity can threaten the stability of a school (Hansen, 2012) . Fran raises the issues associated with how the local authority allocates placements in the Resourced Provision. What is clearly evident within the account is that some children have been mis-placed in the Resourced Provision as a result of parental pressure. For these children in particular the benefits of being placed in specialist provision within a mainstream school are questionable. They are unable to access the curriculum in mainstream classrooms and their presence in these classrooms serves as a disruptive influence for other pupils who are able to benefit from mainstream provision. Fran has witnessed the negative impact of this on all children but particularly on the progress and attainment of those whose placements in the mainstream are appropriate. Warnock (2005) warned that some mainstream placements for children with autistic spectrum disorder are inappropriate and lead to further segregation. The wishes of the parent need to be carefully balanced against the needs of the child before decisions about the suitability of a placement are made. If the placement is not appropriate for the child then it is not only the child who is disadvantaged; the school is disadvantaged because an inappropriate placement could have a detrimental impact on school performance indicators. Barbara Cole (2005) argues that 'inclusion can be a risk for schools if performance indicators are to be the overriding concern' (p.342). Although she argues that educators should be willing to take some risks in the cause of social justice, she does emphasise that this does not involve placing children in inappropriate educational contexts. This will clearly result in very little gain for those most vulnerable children and for the school itself.
Accounts like Fran's make an important contribution to the inclusion literature because they illuminate the real issues in practice. We cannot fully understand the effects of inclusion until we have access to these insights. Whilst Resourced Provision offers a real opportunity for advancing inclusion, it can also promote insidious forms of exclusion. The values associated with inclusion do not mesh easily with the values of performativity and this results in restricted form of inclusion (Hodkinson, 2012) . Although literature has emphasised the relationship between inclusion and pedagogical transformation (Nind, 2005) there are limits to the extent to which mainstream schools can transform their pedagogical approaches under the umbrella of performativity. School effectiveness is evaluated on the basis of narrow performance indicators. Schools cannot risk admitting those pupils who threaten the stability of these because if they choose to do so their own survival will ultimately be threatened. Special schools are evaluated differently than mainstream schools and consequently those mainstream schools which host Resourced Provision are placed in a more vulnerable position than special schools or mainstream schools without such provision. The inclusion of the achievement data for pupils in the Resourced Base is contentious and raises the question of why schools should be penalised for promoting innovative approaches towards developing inclusion. Fran makes an important point that the placement has to be appropriate and for it to succeed the child needs to be able to access mainstream provision.
Conclusion and Recommendations
This account illustrates ways in which inappropriate placements in resourced Provision have resulted in detrimental effects on pupils and overall school effectiveness. Despite being recognised for its strengths in inclusion, Fran's school has become the focus of additional surveillance as inclusion has had a negative impact on school performance data. It would seem that although parental perspectives significantly influence placement decisions, these are not always in the best interests of the included child or the school itself. It is unreasonable to expect schools to make significant changes to their policies and practices given the climate of performativity which currently pervades education. Schools can only transform themselves to a certain extent and consequently there are limits to inclusion.
Given the impact that such provision can have on school performance indicators and hence overall notions of school effectiveness it is important for schools with Resourced Provision to have the freedom to present performance data in different ways. This will enable school leaders to demonstrate the impact of Resourced Provision on the overall data for the school. Different data sets which show school performance data with and without pupils in the Resourced Provision should be publicised in school league tables so that schools with specialist provision are not discriminated against. Performance data affects public perceptions of schools and it is possible that schools with resourced Provision will be deemed to be effective at inclusion but ineffective in raising standards. Schools which strive to actively promote inclusion should not be discriminated against in inspections because they choose to admit pupils who may not be able to reach the national norms in relation to progress and attainment. Additionally, local authorities must ensure that placements are only offered to those pupils who are able to benefit from being included into mainstream education. Given the imperative to raise standards schools can only be reasonably expected to go so far in relation to the transformation of their policies and practices. To expect radical transformation to enable schools to respond to the needs of learners with severe impairments is unreasonable given the limited way in which school performance is measured. Inspectors must take account of the story behind school performance data. Consequently it seems reasonable to argue that different criteria should be used to evaluate the effectiveness of schools with Resourced Provision. Pupils with significant impairments may make significant steps in relation to progress in areas which are not valued or recognised in current measures of school effectiveness. This paper argues that these steps constitute valid progress indicators for these pupils and therefore supports Lloyd's view that there is a need to develop a broader view of what is meant by success and achievement (Lloyd, 2008) . This would result in a more equitable way of evaluating the effectiveness of schools with Resourced Provision.
